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REMARKS 

The applicant wishes to thank the Examiner for his comments with regards to the 
drawings and the specification. Applicant has» sccoidiogly* amended the specification. WiHi 
regaids to Element 9 in the diuwings, please see Figure 3, lower left side. Accordingly, it is 
believed that there is no requiiemeot to fuxther amend the diawinge. 

The present invention is in a relatively competitive field where nmnmus manufactnrerB 
are attempting to provide change or token dispensing devices of a relatively compact 
configuxadon at relatively low cost, Vfftd\9 maximizing tiis amount of tokens that are to be 
dispensed. Ths present invention addresses diese requirements by providing a c^>acity to use a 
smaller size electric motor while maintaining the same storage capacity in the storing bowl and 
lessenii^ a force load on the dispensing rotating disk. 

Reference can be made to our Paragrq^hs OOOS-0007 in our Description of Related Axt» to 
appreciate the problems addressed and resolved by the innovative design claimed herein. 

The prior art» including the work of the present inventor Motohsru Kurosawa (U.S. Patent 
No. 6^69^006) has attempted to prevent what is known as coin bridging and an interlocking 
phenomena of coins or tokens, as can be seen in Colmnn 6, Lines 1S-I8 of that disdosuie. 

The present inventor is hmin proposing a design concept of a contrazian ^proach to that 
of the prior art. Tliat is» to purposely create a stoting bowl configuration relative to the size of 
the coins or tokens that art to be dispensed that can take advantage of one fbatuie of the coin 
bridging phenomena. That is* vAm the coins are positioned in a quasi-jsmming ccmdition, they 
can actually reduce fiie total force load on the rotating disk^ ttiereby reducing the amount of * 
energy consumed by die dispensing process and enable the use of a smaller electrical motor. 

42Jja»«nnacE7aRVMtH7i 11 
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Tbufl, the present mvention takes a different perspeotive on dispensing circular coins or 
tokens and the propensity undtir certain conditions for (he coins to provide an interlocking or 
bridging configuration. 

Certainly none of the reffarmces of record seek to intentConally create a quasi-jarnxning 

design by providing a convex portion to Che storing bowl having a circular openiz^ of a diameter 

of a specific range or ratio to the diameters of the coins or tokens that are to be dispensed. As 

tailed in Paragraph 0031 of our specification, as follows: 

[0031 The nanower diameter of the convex section allows tokens 10 in 
the storing bowl to be partially sappotted. m a quaai-januniqg cooditioo, 
Bsd reduces the load on the rotating disk 4. The quasi-jamming condition 
restricts the movement of tokens throng the convex section thereby 
reducing die load on the rotating disk 4. The reduced loading on tlie 
xotatzng disk 4 allows the motor 5 to be smaller than conventiomally 
required Henc^aepremit Invention is an energy saving device. 

As can be seen fit>m Pazagrapfas 0032 throu^ 0034» die present inventor has defined a 
practical ratio of the diameta of an inner cixcular apex of the convex section to the diameter of 
the tokens that can be dispensed. Namely^ the ratio of the diameter of the iioteriar cfacolar ap« 
of tlie convex section to die diameter of the tolcen is between approximately 3 to approximately 
5. 

The OflBce Action rejected Clahns 1-14 and 16-21 under 3S U.S.C. §103 as bemg 
unpatentable over a combination of the Hirano (U.S. Patent No. 5|924«919) in view ofRaterman 
et a/. (U.S. Rdssne Patent No. RE.34h934). 

The HlrcMO refiarence is cited &r discbsing a storage bowl with an upper section and a 
lower section. A rotating disk (24) was mounted within a cover member (26) and the storage 
bowl (32) is directly mounted on the cover member (26). See Column 4^ Lines 39«43. 

425J(uaoimnucEraiivwfS47i 12 
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As can bo sera firom Figure 1 and Figure 9« 1b«are are »o i^estricted aptssi dicular convm 
sections pinposely designed far impeding the flow of tokeds fitom the bopper. Raittcr, flie 
hopper of the Hirano disclosure has the coins moimted over a combination of the rotary disk 
(24)p the coin feeding guide plate (40) and the coin receiving plate (38) as a tmitaiy assembly 
where the weight of the com* s position thereon is diminished by the provision of an elastic plate 
(21) that can be elastically defbimed to mitigate the foicc» fSxcixtoy permitttng the rotary disk to 
stably rotate. Se6Columi7|IirLe62tlircm£^CoIunm8»Lme4. 

Additionally, a thiust besxing (S2) is utilised to support the weight on tite rotsry disk and 
the coin feeding guide plate (40) prevents any bending of die rotary disk; resulting flom a largo 
number of coins in the storage bowl (32). See Column 9. lines 3-20. 

m 

A review of the claims confirms that the Hitano diflclosura is directed to a sturdy 
composite configmation of lihe rotary disk coin feeding guide plate (40) and coin receiving plate 
(38) to prevent sny jamining of the coins. See Cohimn 9^ lines 50^58. 

M summary* a person of ordinary skill in this field would be tau^ to use a coxnposite 
form of a rotary disk assembly ^hich has been particolBiiy strengthened by Iho combination of 
the selected parts, Qie use of a fhrust bearii^ md the provision of an elastically defomung eiaatic 
plate to mitigBte force. Hmmo toadies a concave storage bowl wiA a rotary dfak assembly 
recdving the full wei^ of fte stored coins. 

The Office Action further contended diat the Raieman et al reference could teach a 
storing bowl having an upper section and a lower section* witti file lower section having a oonvm 
section as shown in Figure 4. 

The Raterman et al reference sought to solve a problem of any enoneous discharging of 
coins by pemiitting coins tiiat are deported on the top of the rotary disk (10) finm beii^ stopped 

oaasaomcsiwnttsm 13 
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i&iotatbn in a pi^se maimer by an improved braking The disk in tbe embodiment 

not only of Figiize U but alao m die cited embodiment of Figure 4 has azesilzazt pad bonded to 

tlie top sur&ce of a very solid metal disk. As noted in Column 3. the disk must remain flat 

'To provide such stability, the metal disk (18) nnist be made rigid and 
masfflve enonsJi to witbstand the pressure exerted thereon by the rotating 
ooiha as they aie presaed down onfo die pad (17) by die fixed giude plate 
(12) » Cohmm 3, Lines 17-21. 

As noted on Colimm 5» ti» embodiment of Figuie 4 is similar to the embodiment of 
Figures 1-3 and its coin pad (104) corresponds to the lesilienl pad (17). The coin pad can bo 
comiected to a fimied coin disk of high structural strength, and die oancems are associated iK>t 
with coin jamming per se^ but ralher, providing a quick brake stop without putting any load on a 
q>eedredttdng gear train to esrtend the Ufb expectancy of ttie system* See C^ohnnn 6, Lines 24- 
39. 

As can be detenninedt there is no teaching in either the drawings nor die specification 
teladve to piovidfaig a particular relaHnnship between an opening m a convex section to the 
diameters of the cobs or tokens to pmposely attempt to create a qoasi-janmiing coiMlitian to 

remove wei^t from die rotary disk. 

Each oftfaeembodunents and explanations in the J!arar»ut»dr a/, reference are concemed 

with the braking force and providing various configurations of ri^d coin recdving disks diat will 
Ti%;tiiiv>i'yft asy deflecdon to increase sorting accuracy. Thus, die various configurations of the 
com disk ore to provide the lowest weigiit while having die sixongest coin disk, and dier^y 
reduce die overall hxaldng time of the coin disk* 
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Thus, a person of oidinazy skill in Hie art would reoogoize ibat fhs problem that is 
attempted to be solved by the XatmnaH et aL reference relates to aocuzate counting of coins with 
a high speed braking cypecadotL 

As noted mlnSe FeUon (CCPA 1973) 179 298: 

^ fhis regard we do not disagree mth the board^s s^spaxent conclusion 
thai an intermediate structure made finr tlie Sandys device could possess 
the diaracteristics called for in diese claims. Hbwever» in view of the 
purpose for which the Sand's device is intended, it is apparent tliat it 
requires no critical dimensioix which would lead to a structure inherently 
having those characteristics. Tbcrefbre, it would be mere happenstance if 
any sfiuctard made according to Sands met tiie limitations of the claims. 
An accidimtal or unwitting duplication of an inventioa cannot constitutie an 
anticipaitiDn. v. Procior, 102 U.S. 707 (1880); Eibei Proem 

Co. V. Minnesota and Ontario Paper Co., 261 US* 45 (1923). For this 
reason* we do not believe that Sands has 'idetxticaUy disclosed or 
desocibed' the invesxtlon as required of an anticipatory reference api^ed 
under section 102. The disclosure as a whole cannot be consideted to 
Bufflcienlty direct one ddlled in Ihe art to the invention which is a su^e 
drop dispenser requiring the criticai dimsnsions.^ 

Finally^ the Kurosawa et oL (U.S. Patent No. 6,569,00^ was combined with the Hirano 

and Raterman et al references to rqject Claims IS and 19 as being obvious under 35 U.S.C* 

§103. The Office Action merely cited the abstract for a teaching which would prevent coin 

bridging and the coin intnrlocldng phenomena in Ibjd liopper tank. Aa can be ^predated, this 

disclosure would teach away fiom puiposdy designing a quasi-jamnmig or coin bridging fisatuce 

into the combination. 



The Kurosawa et aL reference provides various projectian members to prevent coin 
bridging, such as an dasdc body (70) in the ftrm of a coil qsring prqjecdng upward to stop coin 
bridging and the Interlockbg phenomena. There is also a teaching in Figure 1 1 of the use of an 
elastic rod (7) made of rubber and histailed to trail in the disk (52) and ride on an outer 
poriphend portion of the disk to agitate the coins. 
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The hopper bowl itself has a level difi&zrace as can be seea in Figure with two sloping 
divisions (14,15) integrally fi>nn0d wifii a step portion S. Needless to say, this structure is not 
directed to any convex section, nor does it teach any relationship between the convex section 
<qpeiung and the diameters oftlietolccns to be disposed. In &ct, a person ofoidinary skill in the 
ait fitHn this refbnence^ would simply be rdnfinced in the concept that you must prevent oofai 
bridging, and the Kurosawa et al. xe&rance shows some configurations to accomplish this 
puzpose. 

As can be appreciated^ none of (he cited re£srences recognizes an important feature of the 
invention as set fbrth in our claims which is a structure to encourago a quasi-jamming or coin 
bridging effect in order to utilize a onaller electric motor. This issue is not recognized nor 
discuffied in any of the references of lecori In ftct^Oerefisreocesofrecotd collectively would 
teach away ftom encouraging this quasi-januning condition of bridging adjacent tokens. 

In examining an sgypHcationi the Examiner by necessi^ must first review the tcwchhigs of 
the specification and drawings and ttien must accon^Iish the difficult task of disassociatmg that 
teaching as the template or direction vx which to be motivated to combine tefimnces* 

Bven, if hypothoticaUy, fto pnor art mey be modified in the nuBmer auggiBsted by the 

Examifker does not make Oie modification obvious unlesa the prior art suggested the deskabUity 

of the modification. In re Pritch, 23 USPQ 2d I7S0, 1783-84 (Fed. Ctr. 1992). 

T}he level of skill in Qxe srt is a prism or lens through which a 
; udge or jury views the prior art and the claimed invention. This 
reference point prevents these decide fiom using their own 
insight or, worse yet, huidslsJtt; to gauge obviousness. Rarely, 
however, will the skill hi the art component operate to supply 
missing knowledge or prior art to reach an obviousness judgment 
Skill in the art does not act as a bridge over gaps in substantive 
presentation of an obviousness case, but instead supplies the 
primary guarantee of ofagectivity in the process. AlSite Corp. v. 
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rSI IntermUiomd. Inc. SO U.S.P.Q.2d 1161 OFcd, Cir. 1999) 
(cications omitted). 

Hie Federal Circuit has addressed fhia Issue in the case of In re Rouffet^ 47 U.8.P.Q.2d 

1453» 149 F.3d 1350 Cf^ed. Cir. 1998). b Eoi^et, (he Court noted that viftoally aH ixiveiiitions ai^e 

combinationa of old dementa. It concluded tiist: 

an examiner may often find every eiement of a claimed invention 
in the prior art If identification of each claimed element in the 
prior ait were sufSdwt to ncsote patentability, veiy fisw patents 
would ever issue. Furthennore, ie)ecdng patents solely by finding 
prior art corolUiries for the claimed elements would pennit an 
fixaminn- to use the claimed iitv^on as a bluepiint tax: piedng 
togedier elements in the prior art to defisat the patentability of file 
claimed invention. Such an appxoacb would be *an illogical and 
inappropriate process by whidi to detemune patentability.' Id, at 
1357. 

The Cbuit pointed to the absence of any tftarhing in the cited r^erences for making the 
proposed modifioarions, and found (hat file Board had reverribfy erred in determining fiiat (he 
invention was rendered obvious because tliere was no identifioation of motivation to choose the 
selected fbature. 

Ihus, one highly relevant inquixy in making an evaluation under 35 U.S.C. §103 is '^tlhe 
relationship between the problem ^ch fhe uwentm. . . was attempting to solve and fixe problem 
to which any prior art xeference is directed." Stanley Worto v. MeKimey M^, Co.. 216 USPQ, 
298, 304 (Dd. D.C. 1981). Ill analyzing the prior ait under Section 103 of file Act, we must 
clearly oamprohend fiie problem addressed by file preeent inventors and that problems must be 
compared or contrasted, as fiie case may be, wifii the problems addressed by the prior art. 

Pursuing fiuthw the **problem** analysis required under Section 103 of the U.S. Patent 
Act, the applicability of any rsfaence agamst fiie claims of a pending U.S. patwt applicafion 
regoires compliance wlfii In re Gibbons. 100 U.S.P.Q. 298, where it is stated: 
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In cozuidering the questionfi of inventioii, it i$ necessary to detenmne 
whether or not the art relied upon contains adequate direction for the 
practice of the invoitioii wilbout resort to the iAVOtved (vpiication* 
(finphaais added} 



In Orthopedic Co., Inc. v. United States, 217 USPQ 193 (C.A.F.C. 1983), the Federal 

CSicuit set forth a uaeiiil guide for detenxiini^g die scope and content of the prior art. 

OnhepediCf at pages 196-197» also fbcuses on tie "^problem** ficed by the hzventoza: 

In detamining the relevant art • . one loolcs at the nature of the nroMem 
eonfibonting the inventor. 

« « • 

piV]ouId it then be nonobvioua to this person of ordinacy skill in the art to 
coordmate these elements fn the fftn^ft 'l^F^.fT IBff tfiC fffaaPff The 
difficulty which attoches to ell honest attempts to answer this question can 
be attributed to the strong temptation to relv on hindsiBht while 
undertaking this evaluation. It is wrong to use the patent in suit [the patent 
applicatibn beibre the examiner] as a guide diroue^ ^ Q^fl^e of prior art 
lefimoces^ eombioing the right raferanoe^ 

the result oftfaeolaima in suit. Monday morning quart ey|^apkmg is om'te 
ympropgr when lefiolvfn^ the question of nonobviousness- (Emphasis 
added) 



It is respectfully submitted that a person of ordinary skill in this field» in reviewing the 
problems addressed by each of the three applied refaenccs> would not recognize nor attempt to 
solve &e problem addressed 1^ our inveaotum in &e xnaixQ€^ The 
problems of the prior art patents can be compared and contiasted with the probl^ns addressed by 
the present invention and the maxm^ in which it is solved. A puiposefid inteni to create a quasi- 
jamming condition to rdieve weight of ttie disk and tiimby enable the use of a less powerM 
electric motor is certainly not lecognized^ taught nor si^gg^ated by any of the cited references. 

The only objective conclusion would be that fliese references could only have been dted 
piecemeal, and hi unconscious hindsight from our present teaching. Even if faypotfaelically 
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conobinfid, these Ihiep patents cannot teach ihe paramaters set finth in our caawt daiou. We 
provide a ratio of iSiameter of tiie tokens to a diaxneter of a cucular opening at the apex of tiie 
convex section of wifliin a range of approximately 3 to approximately 5 tiaaea the diameter of Oie 
tokens. This feature along with the other Matures defined in our daims^ more than adequately 
provide a atruetural distil 

Jt is believed that fiie appUcattoti is allowable and an early notificatioiv of the aame is 
requested. 

If the Bxaminer believes a telephone interview will help flirther the pioaeoutiim of ti^a 
ca«e, he is reapecCfUUy requested to contact the undersigoed attorney at the listied phone number. 



I hereby certify that this correapondence ia bemg Very truly youra^ 
tranamitted via focfflmile to fhe USFIO at 
S71-273-8300 on July 2S, 2006. 



SMELL & WILMERL.L.P. 



By; 



Sharon Famiu; 



Sig^atu^e 
Dated: July 25, 2006 




Aitf^strati 25,124 
^600 Anton Boulevard, Suite 1400 
Costa Mesa, CaUfimnia 92626-7689 
Telephone: (714)427-7420 
Facahnile: (714)427-7799 



19 



PAGE 22/22 ' RCVD AT 7/25/2006 7:2S:30 PM [Eastern Daylight fane] ' SVR:USPTO-EFXRF^22 ' DNIS:2738300 ' CSID:714 427 7799 ' DURATION M:0548 



